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REMARKS 

m view of the following remarks, Applicant respect*!* requests 
reconsideration and allowance of the present application. This amendment is 
believed to be fully responsive to all issues raised in the May 12, 2004, Office 
action. 
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Examiner Interview Summary 



Applicants thank the Examiner for participating in a telephone interviews 
on June 30, 2004 and July 9, 2004. The participants in the June 30* interview 

were Michael R Cohen, PeterJ>ike J. Sloan, Examiner Javid A Amini, Primary 
Examiner Jeffery Brier, and Damon Rieth. The participants tn the July 9* 
interview were Examiner Javid A Amini and Damon Rieth. 

In the June 30 th interview, independent claim 1 was discussed with respect 
to the reference entitled "A Muscle Model for Animating TWDimensional 
Facial Expression," by Keith Wate*, It was proposed that the change to the 
grammar of claim 1 shown above in the Listing of the Claims section would make 
it easier to distinguish the patentable distinctions between the invention defined by 
claim 1 and system described in the Water, reference, without narrowing the claim 
in any way. Similar amendments, also shown in the Listing of the Claims section 
above, were also proposed for independent claims 13, 22, 28, 34, 39, and 46. It 
was also suggested that the phrase "combining the single weight values" in claim 
1 should be amended to "combining the single weight value". 
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to the July 9* interview, the 35 USC §112 rejections of chin, 18, 27, 33, 
37, and 38 were discussed, and ft was agreed th* the claim rejections under 35 
USC 81 12 are rendered moot in light of the proposed amendments to independent 
claims 13, 22, 28, and 34 discussed to die June 30 interview. 
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Claims Reject ed Under - 35 use § 1H 

Claims 18, 27, 33, 37, and 38 stand rejected under 35 USC §112 as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In light of the July 9 Examiner 
interview, these rejections are believed to be moot. 

Each of independent claims 13, 22, 28, and 34 has been amended as 
discussed in the June 30 Examiner interview, as shown above in the Listing of 
Claims. As such, the rejections of claims 18, 27, 33, 37, and 38 are believed to be 
resolved based on the July 9, 2004 Examiner interview. Accordingly, the 
Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejections of claims 18, 27, 33, 37, and 38 
under 35 USC §U2. 



Claims Rejected Under - 35 TJSC SlQ2(a) 

Claims 1-15, 19-26, 28-32, 34-36, and 3946 stand rejected under 35 USC 
§102(a) u being anticipated by Computer Graphic, Keith Waters, "A muscle 
Model for Animating Three-Dimensional Facial Expressions," July 1987. Volume 
2!, number 4, pp 17-24 (hereinafter "Waters"). Although the Applicant disagrees 
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with these rejections, the independent claims have been amended in accordance 
with the toe 30 Examiner interview to pu , the claims in better form and to 
expedite allowance. 

Specifically, claim 1 reads as follows: 

J- A blending method comprising' 

providing a set of examples that pertain to a shape or motion 

dimensional abstract space, wherein each dimension of the abstract 
space ,s defined by at least one of an adjective and an adverb 

thu* hJ! 6 * g a ^ ^ i<llm ^-dimensional abstract space 
that does not coincide with a point that is associated with any of the 

Se^atr' C ° mSPOnding » ' *~ " ™*» 
and C ° mpUtin8 a single VTOi 8 ht va,ue f w each of the examples; 

combining the single weight values for each of the examples 
m a manner that defines an interpolated shape or motion that is a 
blended combination of each of the examples of the set of examples 
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With respect to Waters, and as was discussed in the June 15 interview, 
Waters describes a method for modeling facial expressions using muscle models. 
That is, Waters describes creating various facial expressions by changing the 
underlying muscles in a model of a face. Waters shows various individual facial 
expressions that can be constructed using Waters muscle modeling. The facial 
expressions in Waters are apparently each modeled separately from one another. 
There is no discussion in Waters of blending existing facial expressions toproduce 
a new facial expression. 

Waters does not teach or suggest, for example, a blending method 
25 comprising providing a set of examples that pertain to a shape or motion that is to 
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be animated, the examples being placed within a multidimensional abstract space. 

wherein each dimension of the abstract space is defined by at least one of an 

adjective and an adverb, as is recited in claim 1. Therefore, Waters fails to teach 

or suggest all of the limitations of claim 1 . 

As such, claim 1 is believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
2-12 each depend in some form from claim 1. Therefore, claims 2-12 are believed 
to be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 1. Additionally, each of 
claims 2-12 also adds limitations that are neither taught nor suggested by the art of 
record. 

Independent claim 13 reads as follows: 

13. (Currently Amended) A blending method 
comprising: 6 

linearly approximating a degree of freedom that is associated 

^1, h D T i° r m0ti ° n ** is t0 be rendered ba ^ upon a 

f n^I^ eXampl f ? at define reSpective forais * ™*ions within 
a _ multi-dimensional abstract space, wherein each dimension of the 

adverb* " by ** ° ne ° f *** ™ 

defining a radial basis function for each of the examples- 
combining the linear approximation and the radiaf basis 
functions to provide a cardinal basis function; and 

motion"^" 5 ^ Cai " dinal baSfS fUnCti ° n to render ^ new form ° r 



As discussed above and at the June 15 Examiner interview, Waters shows 
various individua l facial expressions that are each modeled separately from one 
mother. There is no discussion in Waters of blending existing facial expressions to 
produce a new facial expression. 
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Waters does not teach or suggest, for example, a blending method 
comprising linearly approximating a degree of freedom that is associated with a 
new form or motion that is to be rendered based upon a plurality of examples that 
define respective forms or motions within a multi-dimensional abstract space, 
wherein each dimension of the abstract space is defined by at least one of an 
adjective and an adverb, as is recited in claim 13. Accordingly, Waters fails to 
teach or suggest at least one of the limitations of claim 13. 

As such, claim 13 is believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
14, 15, and 19 - 21 each depend in some form from claim 13. Claims 14, 15, and 
19 - 21 are believed to be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 13. In 
addition, each of claims 14, 15, and 19 - 21 includes other limitations that are not 
taught or suggested by the art of record. 

Independent claim 22 reads as follows: 

22. One or more computer-readable media havino 
computer-readable instructions thereon which, when executed bTf 
computer, cause the computer to: 

with J»^f a PP roxima ! e a of freedom that is associated 

rltll T ,° r T h ° a ** is t0 be rcndered based upon a 
I mmJJ^T ? * defme fom * or ™*». within 

AaTfit n t ? S1 ° nal 3 u S,TaCt Spa0C * by derivin fi basis hyperplanes 
va!u f of hT CS t0 a case -here one exampX a 

value of 1 and the remaining examples have values of 0, wherein 

associating a radial basis function with each example- 
basis functionfa^T"" 118 * "*» f0r «-« 

scaling each radial basis function by its ascertained 
radial basis weight value; and ascertained 
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sum the linear approximation and scaled radial basis 
funchons to provide a cardinal basis function. 

As discussed above and at the June 15 Examiner interview, Waters shows 
various individual facial expressions that are each modeled separately from one 
another. There is no discussion in Waters of blending existing facial expressions to 
produce a new facial expression. 

Waters does not teach or suggest, for example, one or more computer- 
readable media having computer-readable instructions thereon which, when 
executed by a computer, cause the computer to linearly approximate a degree of 
fieedom that is associated with a new form or motion that is to be rendered based 
upon a plurality of examples that define respective forms or motions within a 
multi-dimensional abstract space, by deriving basis hyperplanes that fit a least 
squares hyperplane to a case where 0ne exaitlpIe has a value of 1 and the 
remaining examples have values of 0, wherein each dimension of the abstract 
space is defined by at least one of an adjective and an adverb, as is recited in claim 
22. As such, Waters fails to teach or suggest at least one of the limitations of 
claim 22. 

As such, claim 22 i, believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
23 - 27 each depend in some form from claim 22. As such, claims 23 - 27 are 
believed to be allowable for a, lea,, the same reasons as claim 22. In addition, 
each of claims 23 - 27 includes ofter limitations that are neither aught nor 
suggested by the art of record. 
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Independent claim 28 reads as follows: 

28 A computerized blending system comprisine; 
at least one computer-readable media; 
at least one processor; 

*hen^S2frJT ,ide,It 0n COm P ut «-"^dable media which, 
when executed.by the processor, cause the blending system to- 

linearly approximate a degree of freedom that is 

— T ^ % DeW ^ ° r m0tion to be rendeli based 

upon a plumhty of examples that define respective forms or motions 
within a muld-dimensional abstract space, by deriving basis 

0 \ V ^ e ° f - 1 ^ ^ remainin 8 exam P le * have values of 

0 wherem each dimenston of the abstract space is defined by at lea* 
one of an adjective and an adverb; 

hyperpl^eoy! ^ VaIueS ^ the 

associating a radial basis function with each example- 

basis mnction^T 8 ^ * ^ f ° r ~* 

radial basis 4£W-? U ^ ^ * * 

sum the linear approximation and scaled radial basis 
functions to provide a cardinal basis function. 



As discussed above and at the June 15 Examiner interview, Waters shows 
various individual facial expressions that are each modeled separately from one 
another. There is no discussion in Waters of blending existing facial expressions to 
produce a new facial expression. 

Waters does not teach or suggest, for example, a computerized blending 
system comprising instructions resident on a computer-readable media which, 
when executed by a processor, cause the blending system to linearly approximate 
a degree of freedom that is associated with a new form or motion that is to be 
rendered based upon a plurality of examples that define respective forms or 
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motions within a multi-dimensional abstract space, by deriving basis hyperplanes 
that fit a least squares hyperpiane to a case where one example has a value of 1 
and the. remaining examples have values of 0, wherein each dimension of the 
abstract space is defined by at least one of an adjective and an adverb, as is recited 
in claim 28. Therefore, Waters Ms to teach or suggest at least one of the 
limitations of claim 28. 

As such, claim 28 is believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
29 - 33 each depend in some form from claim 28. Therefore, claims 29 - 33 are 
believed to be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 28. m addition 
each of claims 29 - 33 adds other limitations that are neither taught nor suggested 
by the art of record. 

Independent claim 34 reads as follows: 

34. A blending method comprising: 

♦w • ^IT 8 • S6t f exam P les mat Pertain to a form or motion 
Aat is to be animated, the examples being provided relative to a 
mum-dimensional abstract space, wherein each dimension of the 

adve?b SP3Ce 15 by at ^ ° ne ° f ** ad J' ective ™ 

f^ a T! ng a PlUraUty ° f f0rms ° r motions «• animated 
withm the abstract space from the defined set of examples- 
identifying at least one form or motion that is undesirable- 

snaC e tw eCtmg ? ^ m ° ti0n *° m a location »e abstract 

y lS t . pr0Xl T C 3 l0Cati ° n corres P^ to the undesirable 
rorm or motion; and 

form J^f ° S . ^ ^ esirable form <* motion with the selected 

sum of Z If ^Tlf * P seud °- exam Ple that constitutes a linear 
sum of the examples of the set of examples. 

As discussed above and at the June 15 Examiner interview, Waters shows 
various ir^ividual facial expressions that are each modeled separately from one 
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another. Ttee is notion to Water, of blending, existing fecia, expressions ,o 
produce a new facial expression. 

Waters does not teach or suggest, for example, a blending method 
comprising defining a set of examples that pertain to a form or motion that is to be 
animated, the examples being provided relative to a multi-dimensional abstract 
space, wherein each dimension of the abstract space is defined by at least one of 
an adjective and an adverb, as is recited in claim 34. As such, Waters fails to 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of claim 34. 

As such, claim 34 is believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
35 - 38 each depends in some form from claim 34. As such, claims 35 - 38 are 
believed to be allowable for the same reasons as claim 34. In addition, each of 
claims 35 - 38 inciudes other limitations that are neither taught nor suggested by 
the art of record. 

Independent claim 39 reads as follows: 

39. A blending method comprising: 

defining at least two examples of a form in a multi- 
dimensional abstract space, each dimension of ^abstract Tace 
being defined by at least one of an adjective and an advert ffiS 5 
the example forms being defined in a first position m me multi 

sii : bstr *r spac . e a second tf*e ™£ ^ s big 

t£ T d P ° Sltl0n * me "'^"dimensional abstract snacf 
that is different from the first position; and P 
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As discussed above and a. the June ,5 Examiner interview, Waters shows 
various i^al facial expressions ft. arc each mode.ed separate.* from one 
another. There is no discussion in Waters of blending existing racial expressions to 
produce a new facial expression. 

With respect to claim 39, Waters docs not teach or suggest, for example, a 
blending method comprising defining at least two examples of a form in a multi- 
dimensional abstract space, each dimension of the abstract space being defined by 
at least one of an adjective and an adverb, a first of the example forms being 
defined in a first position in the multi-dimensional abstract space and a second of 
the example forms being defined in a second position in the multi-dimensional 
abstract space that is different from the first position. Therefore. Waters fails to 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of claim 39. 

As such, claim 39 is believed to be allowable over the art of record. Claims 
40 - 45 each depends in some form from claim 39. Therefore, claims 40 - 45 are 
believed to be allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 39. In addition, 
each of claims 40 - 45 includes other limitations that are neither taught nor 
suggested by the art of record. 

Independent claim 46 reads as follows: 

46. One of more computer-readable media hairin* 
computer-readable instructions thereon whiZ^^Zecut^Tl 
computer, cause the computer to: executed by a 

-k.*, ? Cfine at l6aSt ^ exam pies of a form in a multi-dimensional 
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As discussed above and a. the ,„ne ,5 Examine interview, Waters shows 
various indh^ fccial expressions „,„ ^ ^ modc]ed ^ ^ 

anofter. There is „„ discussion in Water, of blending existing w „ 
produce a new facial expression. 

Waters does not teach or suggest, for exampfe. one of more computer- 
readable media having computer-readabie instructions thereon which, when 
executed by a counter, cause the computer to define a, leas, two examples of a 
form i„ a mula-d^ional abstract space, each dimension of the absttac, space 
being denned by at leas, one of an adjective and an adverb, a firs, of the exampie 
forms being defined in a firs, po^ m me muln . dimeosiona| ^ ^ ^ 
a second of the exampie form, being defined in a second position in the multi. 
„| dimensional abstract space mat is different from me fir,, position, as is recited in 
j chum 4o. Therefore, Waters fails ,o teach or suggest afi of me limitations of Cairn 

As such, claim 46 is believed * be allowable over the ar, of record. 
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Allowable Subj ect Matter 

Claims 16 and 17 have been objected ,„ as being dependent upon a rejected 
base dahn, but wcu.d be aUowable if rewritten i„ undent tom mcIudmg ^ 
of the limitations of base claJm ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

each depend in some form to claim 13. As discussed above, claim 13 is 
beiieved to be allowable, Therefore, clatas l6 ^ „ m ^ ^ ^ 
aUowabie, „ith oul amendment, for a, .east the same reasons as data ,3. 
App.icantrequesteAattteobjectiofs to claims Wand .7 be withdr.™. 

CQNCLirsinp 

Claims 1^6 are believed to be in condition for aiiowance. 
respect*,* quests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the preset,, 
appneatio. Should any issue remain that prevents immediate issuance of the 
application, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned ^ „ 
discuss the unresolved issue. 



Dated: 7/2.0 /o^ 



By: 



Respectfully Submitted, 





Reg. No. 52,167 
(303) 539-0265 
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